
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES9578 July 17, 2003
posed by Iraq’s refusal to end its weapons of 
mass destruction programs.

This was followed by a December 17, 
1998, letter calling for the use of mili-
tary force again by then-President 
Clinton ‘‘to compel compliance or to 
destroy to the best of our ability Iraq’s 
capability to build and deliver weapons 
of mass destruction and threaten its 
neighbors.’’ 

What is incredible to me now is that 
some of those very same people who 
signed those letters now are ques-
tioning whether an honest case was 
made by President Bush that Iraq had 
weapons of mass destruction. The very 
same people signed those letters. So I 
am moved to ask, What reversed the 
conclusion that they had so con-
fidently reached 5 years ago? Was it in 
some way a change of facts or was it a 
change just in the Presidency? 

Yes, my implication is what we have 
seen over the last week is a matter of 
politics, and I think, again, of the 
Prime Minister’s visit today and his 
message of what this war has meant to 
free people, yes, in Iraq, but around the 
world. All of this is a serious matter. It 
demands our attention. I say that be-
cause as I speak, we all know that 
American soldiers, British soldiers, co-
alition soldiers stand in harm’s way. 
We all sort of stand in fear of turning 
on the television at night, in the morn-
ing, or reading in the paper once again 
of tragic casualties. 

All of that speaks to me that we 
must redouble our efforts against the 
small but determined enemy to sta-
bilize Iraq. A democratic and pros-
perous Iraq, just as the Prime Minister 
said today, will not only change the 
Middle East, it will change the world 
for the better. It is a worthy cause of 
our Nation and one that we simply will 
not—will not—permit to fail. 

Mr. President, I will, in the interest 
of time, probably have more to say 
about this next week. This is the na-
ture of the debate. Again, I express my 
appreciation on behalf of the Senate to 
the Prime Minister for joining us 
today.

f 

THE BUDGET 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the day 
before yesterday we saw an announce-
ment of the biggest deficits in the his-
tory of the country this after the 
President told us just 2 years ago that 
we did not need to worry about future 
deficits; in fact, there were going to be 
massive surpluses. He said in a speech 
on March 27, 2001, when he was cam-
paigning for a massive tax cut:

Tax relief is central to my plan to encour-
age economic growth, and we can proceed 
with tax relief without fear of budget defi-
cits, even if the economy softens.

This is what the President told the 
country. It has proved to be totally 
wrong. These are now the biggest defi-
cits we have ever had in the history of 
the country, $455 billion, and that un-
derstates how big these deficits really 
are. Just using that number, which the 

administration has put out, is by far 
the biggest deficit we have ever had. 
The previous record was $290 billion. So 
this is a very large deficit by any meas-
urement. 

The President then told us the next 
year, after it became clear that his ear-
lier statements were not correct, that:

. . . our budget will run a deficit that will 
be small and short-term . . .

Well, that has proved to be wrong 
again. These deficits are not small, and 
they are not short term. In fact, these 
deficits are of record size and we see no 
end to them. By the administration’s 
own analysis now, we see no end to 
these deficits. 

This chart shows the portrayal of 
deficits over the last 30 years, and one 
can see that the deficit this year is the 
biggest of all time. Look at the trajec-
tory, which is truly stunning. We have 
gone from surpluses that we ran for a 
3- or 4-year period to this extraor-
dinary rise of the deficit. Still the ad-
ministration is trying to downplay its 
significance. 

Earlier this year, the then-OMB Di-
rector said:

I think . . . that at today’s levels of 2 to 3 
percent of GDP—

Or gross domestic product—
these are modest and manageable deficits.

The current OMB Director has con-
tinued with that same theme. He said 
in June:

Our current deficit, as measured as a per-
centage of gross domestic product, is not 
large by historical standards and is manage-
able within the overall context of our econ-
omy. Let’s examine the claim that these 
are modest deficits as a percentage of 
our gross domestic product. 

This chart looks at the record of defi-
cits as a percentage of our gross domes-
tic product. This is what it shows. If 
one takes out Social Security—which 
one should because it should not be in-
cluded in the calculations of the oper-
ating expenses of the Federal Govern-
ment—what one sees is, as a percent-
age of the gross domestic product, this 
is the second largest deficit in 57 years. 

I was reading the Washington Post 
this morning. The writer of that story 
said the White House makes a good 
point that the deficit is 4.2 percent of 
the gross domestic product and we 
have had deficits that large before. 

What that neglects to take into ac-
count is the fact in 1983 there were no 
Social Security funds to raid. This 
year, the administration is not only 
running a $455 billion deficit but on top 
of that they are taking $154 billion of 
Social Security money. So on an oper-
ating deficit basis the deficit is over 
$600 billion; that is 5.7 percent of gross 
domestic product. There were no Social 
Security funds back in 1983. There were 
no surplus funds to take. In a fair com-
parison, this is the second biggest def-
icit on a gross domestic product basis 
in 57 years. 

Previously, the President has ac-
knowledged the importance of paying 
down the debt, of not running deficits. 
In fact, in 2001 he said:

. . . my budget pays down a record amount 
of national debt. We will pay off $2 trillion of 
debt over the next decade. That will be the 
largest debt reduction of any country, ever. 
Future generations shouldn’t be forced to 
pay back money that we have borrowed. We 
owe this kind of responsibility to our chil-
dren and grandchildren.

Madam President, now we can check 
the record, words versus reality. The 
President said he was going to pay 
down the debt so there would be almost 
nothing left by 2008. Now we see, with 
this latest report from the President’s 
own administration, instead of almost 
no publicly held debt by 2008, we will 
have $5.5 trillion of debt. When is this 
administration going to admit its plan 
is not working? How much more evi-
dence will they have to have before 
they acknowledge this whole plan is an 
absolute, abject failure? This President 
has told us repeatedly there weren’t 
going to be any deficits. Then when it 
became clear there are, he said they 
were going to be small. Now that it is 
obviously apparent these deficits are 
massive and large, they say, don’t 
worry, we are going to reduce them in 
the future. 

None of it is true. These deficits are 
massive. They are long lasting. And we 
have not seen anything yet. 

This is a chart that shows what has 
happened to revenue as a percentage of 
gross domestic product. What this 
shows is that revenue this year, ac-
cording to the administration’s own 
projections, is going to be the lowest 
since 1959. We have a revenue problem 
and the President’s answer is, cut the 
revenue some more. Let me repeat 
that: We are going to have the lowest 
revenue as a share of gross domestic 
product since 1959 and the President’s 
answer is, cut the revenue some more, 
not cut the spending to match the re-
duced revenues. He is advocating in-
creasing spending. But cut the revenue 
some more, make these deficits even 
bigger, does that make any sense to 
people listening? It makes no sense to 
me. 

We look at the 2003 transformation 
from the administration telling us 
there would be surpluses to now record 
deficits; 77 percent of the reversal is on 
the revenue side of the equation; 23 
percent is spending. 

Friends, we have a revenue problem. 
We also have a spending problem. But 
the revenue problem dwarfs the spend-
ing side of the equation. 

When we look at the spending side of 
the equation, this is what we see in 
terms of the increases in discretionary 
spending that have occurred over the 
last 3 years. Where has the money 
gone? In 2001, ninety-five percent of the 
increase went to defense, homeland se-
curity, and response to September 11. 
In fact, the lion’s share, the green bar 
on the chart, is defense: 73 percent of 
the increase in spending that has oc-
curred is because of defense; 15 percent 
is homeland security; 7 percent is New 
York City reconstruction and airline 
relief as a result of the attack of Sep-
tember 11. 
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If we look at 2002, we see the same 

thing: 55 percent of the increase is de-
fense; 17 percent is homeland security; 
21 percent is for rebuilding New York 
and airline relief and international 
funding for Afghanistan and Iraq. So 93 
percent of the increase in discretionary 
spending for 2002 is defense, homeland 
security, rebuilding New York, airline 
relief, and, of course, international aid 
because of the efforts in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. 

In 2003, it is exactly the same thing. 
The increase in spending, where is it? 
Defense, 76 percent; 11 percent, home-
land security; 7 percent, aid to New 
York and airline relief and the inter-
national initiatives. 

The administration says the whole 
problem is the attack on the country 
with these burgeoning deficits and the 
economic slowdown. They have left out 
the biggest factor of all. The biggest 
factor of all is their tax cuts. The big-
gest chunk, 36 percent of the reversals 
from surpluses to deficits over this 
budget period, is from the tax cuts im-
plemented and proposed by the Presi-
dent; 27 percent is lower revenue not 
associated with the tax cuts; 28 percent 
is spending. As I have indicated, only 9 
percent is the economic downturn. 

All of this is happening at the worst 
possible time because right now the 
trust funds of Social Security and 
Medicare are producing large sur-
pluses. But we all know those days will 
not last. We all know there is some-
thing coming called the baby boom 
generation; they will retire and the 
trust funds that are throwing off hun-
dreds of billions of dollars of surpluses 
will turn to cash deficits. They will 
turn cash negative. When that occurs, 
we can see what will happen to the fi-
nances of the Federal Government. 

Perhaps most startling about this 
chart is the President’s tax cuts, ex-
plode in cost at the very time the cost 
to the Government explodes because of 
the retirement of the baby boom gen-
eration. So the deficits being run now, 
which are record deficits, are going to 
be thought of as the good times be-
cause this is the sweet spot in the 
budget cycle. This is when things are, 
in fact, manageable for the moment. 
Why? Because the trust funds are 
throwing off hundreds of billions of dol-
lars of surpluses. 

This chart is not mine. This chart is 
from the President’s own budget pro-
posal, from page 43 of his Analytical 
Perspectives. This is the President tell-
ing the Nation what he thinks will hap-
pen if his tax plan and his spending 
plans are adopted.

This is what it shows. This is the pe-
riod we are in now. Remember, these 
are record deficits now, the biggest we 
have ever had; even on a GDP basis, 
the second biggest in 57 years. But they 
are nothing compared to what we are 
headed for. 

Is anybody paying attention? I com-
mend the news media for recognizing 
that the deficit this year is a record 
and next year is going to be even big-

ger. But they are missing the big story. 
The big story is where this is all head-
ed. Not according to me, this is accord-
ing to the President himself. There is 
no end to the deficits, and they abso-
lutely explode when we get to the time 
the baby boom generation is retiring 
and the costs of the President’s tax 
proposals are fully phased in. 

These are deficits, not in dollar 
terms but as a percentage of GDP. The 
President’s people say they want to 
have their budgets evaluated on that 
basis. This is an evaluation on that 
basis. What it shows is that we never 
escape from deficits and that the defi-
cits absolutely explode if the Presi-
dent’s policies are adopted—not any 
additional spending by Congress, this is 
his spending plan, his tax plan. It is an 
unmitigated disaster for this country. 

If we had deficits of this magnitude 
today, instead of announcing a $455 bil-
lion deficit, the deficit for this year 
would be $1.2 trillion. That is where 
this is all headed. That is the dirty lit-
tle secret of what is going on here in 
Washington. This President is digging 
a hole that is deep, deep, deep, and it is 
filled with red ink. It is not going to 
work. It is going to lead us to a future 
Congress and a future President who 
are going to have to make really stark 
decisions, draconian decisions. Because 
if this plan is adhered to, a future Con-
gress and a future President will have 
to shred Medicare, shred Social Secu-
rity, and most of the rest of the Fed-
eral Government as we know it. Maybe 
that is the intention of some. Maybe 
that is what they want to do. I am be-
ginning to suspect it must be, because 
they are smart people, they know 
where all this is headed. This is their 
own analysis of where it is headed. 

The Chairman of the Federal Reserve 
said on July 16, in testimony before the 
Senate Banking Committee:

There is no question that if you run sub-
stantial and excessive deficits over time, you 
are draining savings from the private sector, 
and other things equal, you do clearly under-
cut the growth rate of the economy. That is 
one of the reasons I have argued for years 
about getting the deficit down. So I have no 
question that if we do not come to grips with 
these deficits issues, it will make it more 
difficult for us to maintain the type of 
growth rates which . . . will bring total em-
ployment up and bring the unemployment 
rate down.

Is anybody listening? Is anybody pay-
ing attention? Does anybody care 
about the economic future of this coun-
try, the economic strength of the Na-
tion? Because all of it is being threat-
ened by these policies. 

The President told us you have to do 
this because it is going to improve eco-
nomic growth. He told us 2 years ago, if 
we adopted his plan, economic growth 
would return and the country would be 
on a stronger course. Let’s just check 
the record. 

What we see is that this President’s 
record on economic growth is the worst 
of any President in the last 50 years—
and not by a little bit, but by a lot. The 
fact is, this President’s economic plan 

is not working. If we look at the crit-
ical question of job creation, what we 
see is that the Bush economic record 
shows the worst results since the Presi-
dency of Herbert Hoover. This Presi-
dent has been in charge. His economic 
game plan has been in place for over 2 
years—21⁄2 years. It is not working. It is 
failing. It is just as clear as it can be. 

This is the historical record on job 
creation in the private sector. There 
has not been a weaker record since 
Herbert Hoover. In fact, no President 
in the last 70 years of the history of 
this country—no President has lost pri-
vate sector jobs over their term in of-
fice. Not one President. This President 
has. As I have indicated, you have to 
go back to the Presidency of Herbert 
Hoover to see this kind of economic 
record. 

Let me just end with the New York 
Times editorial of yesterday entitled 
‘‘The Deficit Floats Up and Away.’’ It 
says:

Having done its utmost to choke back the 
revenue flow into the Treasury, the Bush ad-
ministration offered a running tab on this 
year’s exploding budget deficit yesterday. To 
hear the casual patter of White House aides 
about the deficit, one would think it was 
pocket change. In fact, the shortfall has 
ballooned 50 percent in just five months.

Is anybody paying attention? The 
shortfall increased, according to the 
administration’s own assessments, by 
50 percent in just 5 months. 

They have been wrong every step of 
the way. Every single assertion by this 
administration about the effect of their 
economic plan and their fiscal plan has 
been wrong, and not wrong by small 
amounts but by massive amounts. 

They told us 2 years ago, when they 
put this plan in place, that we would be 
having surpluses now, not deficits. In-
stead, we not only have deficits, we 
have the biggest deficits in the history 
of the country and next year is going 
to be worse. That is their own projec-
tion, and they have not even counted 
in the cost of the war in Iraq. Oh, they 
put it in for this year, but nothing for 
next year. 

Does anybody seriously believe we 
are going to be done with the oper-
ations in Iraq by October 1 of this 
year? Apparently the administration 
does because they have not put one 
dime in their budget for operations in 
Iraq next year. That is just irrespon-
sible, wildly irresponsible. 

The result is we are going to have 
deficits that are going to be so large, 
they will be unlike anything we have 
ever seen before. Remember, this is the 
sweet spot. Because not only are they 
taking money from the Medicare trust 
fund, they are going to take more than 
$160 billion from the Social Security 
trust fund next year. They aren’t 
counting that. They don’t want to talk 
about that. 

The President said, when he brought 
his plan forward 2 years ago, he could 
fully protect Social Security. You 
know what we see now—he is not pro-
tecting it at all. He is not only going to 
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take every penny of Social Security 
surplus this year, he is going to take 
every penny of Social Security surplus 
next year, every penny the next year, 
every penny the next year, every penny 
the next year—virtually every penny 
for the next 10 years. This is a course 
that is a disaster. It is time for people 
to stand up and speak out and face up 
to this fiscal disaster. 

I thank my colleagues and yield the 
floor.

f 

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT 
OF 2003 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak about the need for hate 
crimes legislation. On May 1, 2003, Sen-
ator KENNEDY and I introduced the 
Local Law Enforcement Act, a bill that 
would add new categories to current 
hate crimes law, sending a signal that 
violence of any kind is unacceptable in 
our society. 

I would like to describe a terrible 
crime that occurred in Westbury, NY. 
On September 19, 2001, a 42-year-old 
man was charged with a bias crime 
after assaulting a gas-station attend-
ant. Police reported that the victim 
was punched in the head by the assail-
ant after he had questioned the attend-
ant about his ethnicity. 

I believe that Government’s first 
duty is to defend its citizens, to defend 
them against the harms that come out 
of hate. The Local Law Enforcement 
Enhancement Act is a symbol that can 
become substance. I believe that by 
passing this legislation and changing 
current law, we can change hearts and 
minds as well.

f 

THE TEN WORST ‘‘BAD APPLE’’ 
GUN DEALERS IN AMERICA 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, earlier 
this week, the Brady Campaign to Pre-
vent Gun Violence released a report en-
titled ‘‘The Ten Worst Bad Apple Gun 
Dealers in America.’’ This report ana-
lyzed national crime gun trace data 
from 1989 through 1996 gathered by the 
U.S. Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Fire-
arms and Explosives and identified the 
10 gun dealers who sold the most crime 
guns and exhibited sales patterns that 
ATF considers to be indicative of gun 
trafficking. According to the Brady 
Campaign, most gun dealers are never 
associated with illegal activities, but 
guns sold by these 10 dealers turn up in 
the wrong hands over and over again. 

According to the report, one dealer in 
Indianapolis, IN, sold 398 guns later 
used in crimes from 1989 through 1996. 
These guns were involved in at least 7 
homicides, 12 assaults, and 2 robberies. 
In addition, the Brady campaign found 
that between October 2001 and January 
2002, one man used two straw pur-
chasers to buy 25 handguns from this 
dealer and then resold them on the 
streets of Chicago. Another trafficker 
used straw buyers to obtain 12 and 9 
guns on two different occasions in 2002. 

Another gun dealer identified in the 
Brady report, this one in West Mil-

waukee, WI, sold 554 guns later used in 
crimes. These guns were involved in at 
least 27 homicides, 101 assaults, and 9 
robberies. From 1994 to 1996, 1 straw 
purchaser bought 10 guns from this 
dealer. Several of the weapons have 
been recovered from violent criminals, 
including a murderer, a rapist, an 
armed robber who later raped a woman 
at gunpoint, a man who shot at a po-
lice officer, and three juvenile shooting 
suspects. 

The Brady report highlights the po-
tential damage and abuse that just 10 
bad apple dealers can cause. The Brady 
report reveals the disregard of a few in 
the gun industry for even basic self-
regulation. The Lawful Commerce in 
Arms Act that recently passed the 
House and that has been referred to the 
Senate Judiciary Committee would 
shield negligent and reckless gun deal-
ers from many legitimate civil law-
suits. Certainly, those in the industry 
who conduct their business negligently 
or recklessly should not be shielded 
from the civil consequences of their ac-
tions.

f 

INVESTIGATING PREWAR 
INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
for almost a week now the Senate has 
been debating the appropriations bill 
for the Department of Defense. Several 
amendments have been offered regard-
ing the need to determine the accuracy 
of our pre-war intelligence and the use 
of that intelligence by the Executive—
specifically, a reference in the Presi-
dent’s State of the Union message that 
has now been acknowledged to be erro-
neous. I want to take a few minutes to 
comment on some of these continuing 
questions regarding the accuracy of 
pre-war intelligence which became a 
part of the public debate soon following 
the invasion of Iraq. I have worked 
with Chairman ROBERTS to find a bi-
partisan approach to reviewing these 
issues. On June 20 we reached agree-
ment on the terms of reference for 
what was by then an ongoing inquiry. I 
had proposed a broader, more formal 
approach but after some discussion 
agreed to proceed with a structured re-
view and see where the information led 
us. 

The committee has been poring 
through the volumes of material pro-
vided by the intelligence community 
and interviewing relevant officials, and 
has held two closed hearings and one 
briefing. 

But as this process has moved for-
ward it has become increasing clear 
that a business as usual, oversight re-
view is not going to be able to address 
our expanding appreciation of the 
scope of the problem. Every day brings 
new information, often from the press, 
which requires us to make sure that we 
have the right charter and organiza-
tion for this inquiry. 

Tuesday it was the story, reported in 
the Washington Post, that a four-star 
general was sent to Niger last year to 

inquire about the security of Niger’s 
uranium. According to the article, the 
general said that he came away con-
vinced that Niger’s uranium stock was 
secure. Obviously, there is much to be 
learned about this. Why was he sent? 
What was his mission? Who was aware 
of the trip? And what happened to the 
general’s report when he returned? 

This revelation follows on the heels 
of a week of accusations, denials, ad-
missions and recriminations among the 
senior members of the administration’s 
national security team about who was 
responsible for language related to 
Iraqi uranium purchases appearing in 
the President’s 2003 State of the Union 
speech. By week’s end, Director Tenet 
had stepped forward to accept responsi-
bility. His statement, however, raised 
many other questions about how this 
information was handled by those out-
side the intelligence community. 

The credibility of the intelligence re-
lated to Iraq and Niger first came to 
public attention in March when the 
IAEA determined the documents sup-
porting the charges to be fraudulent. I 
immediately asked Director Mueller to 
have the FBI investigate the counter-
intelligence implications of this revela-
tion. Subsequently, Senator ROBERTS 
joined me in asking the Inspectors 
General at the CIA and State Depart-
ment to investigate how this informa-
tion was handled by the intelligence 
community. 

These investigations, however, will 
answer only questions of how we came 
into possession of these documents and 
what the intelligence agencies did with 
them. They cannot, because of the 
reach of these investigative organiza-
tions, deal with the questions that 
have dominated the public debate in 
recent days. How did information, 
known to be dubious at best, find its 
way into the President’s State of the 
Union speech? Who is responsible for 
inserting the information? Were res-
ervations properly conveyed to senior 
officials? If not, why not? If so, why 
were those reservations not heeded? 

It seems clear that the White House 
staff played a key role in this episode. 
Unless we follow the evidence wherever 
it leads, we will end up reporting to the 
American people only part of the story. 
And the Niger episode is just the first 
example of what we can expect as we 
get further into this process. 

I am committed to a complete, bipar-
tisan investigation that covers the full 
spectrum from collection to the anal-
ysis and use of prewar intelligence 
about Iraq. I believe that the Senate 
Intelligence Committee has the au-
thority to conduct that investigation. 
But it has to be willing to use the full 
authority that the Senate has given it, 
or to ask the Senate if it needs any ad-
ditional authority. 

We should bite the bullet and author-
ize a formal investigation, explicitly 
state that it will examine the full 
range of activities concerning prewar 
intelligence—which includes the use of 
that intelligence—and provide for the 
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